Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.
According to data, the number of monuments in Germany varies between 850,000 (IFO 2005, p. 97) and 1.2 million -predominantly private -properties, which corresponds to 5-7% of all buildings in the country. The numbers differ because German states use different classifications (e.g., single monument, monument area, ensembles, constitutive part of a monument area, etc.).
The recording of historical properties has largely been completed, even though modern buildings will gradually be listed as they reach the typical age limit of 25-30 years. Currently, only some of the Länder in Germany apply formalised proceedings for registration of protected monuments and the rest provide an informal and solely informative listing only. In the latter case, objects that meet the legal definitions of cultural monuments are deemed worthy of preservation ipso jure and therefore are listed automatically. Hence, owners and investors are in-creasingly confronted with administrative preservation requirements applied unexpectedly by the soaring inclusion of modern buildings in listings.
While divergent in detail, the state laws on monument protection specify protected objects as assets, multiple of assets and parts of assets, the preservation and use of which are in the public interest. This requirement applies when the protected assets are crucial to the history of mankind, cities and settlements, or The primary legal consequence of designation of a building as a monument is that the owner has an obligation to preserve and maintain his/her properties. A secondary obligation dictates that owners must obtain permits under monument protection laws for modifications, removals, repairs, restorations and modified uses (cf. HAASS 2008). If such measures are initiated without the requisite permits or if the owner is in breach of secondary provisions contained in permits, an injunction may be issued against the person in charge of the building measures to cease. If owners or investors refuse to comply with their obligations or neglect to do so, an injunction may be issued, ordering them to take specific maintenance or repair measures necessary for the monument in question. If the recipient of such an injunction fails to comply, the necessary measures can be taken by way of substitute performance, in which case the recipient is held responsible for the resulting costs. Expropriations are also possible, although such cases are rare.
The only essential limitation to preservation requirements is the general necessity of the reasonability of any public measures (BASTY et al. 2008, 179) . According to the basic liberties set out in the German constitution, preservation requirements may be ineligible if operating expenses for such requirements cannot be covered now or in the future by the revenue of the property itself. However, since the burden of proof rests with the investor and the usual duration of court proceedings is often measured in years, investors almost always seek to negotiate with the public preservation authorities. In such negotiations, investors tend to have a weak bargaining position.
Owing to such ownership restrictions, according to civil law, monument protection of a building may itself be considered a defect in the quality of the property and therefore may have to be disclosed by the vendor without being asked (BAS-TY et al. 2008, 139) .
However, building operations in accordance with the regulations are eligible for tax deductions and financial assistance in the form of loans and subsidies. The number of funding opportunities in the field of heritage protection is so extensive that only an overview can be given.
2 In many states, depending on the importance of the object, the urgency of action to be performed and the expected tax benefits, (interest) subsidies and loans can be granted. If a monument is located in a 2 For a more detailed description, see Beck (2008). 2008, 1). The purchase price and ancillary and financing costs cannot be deducted. Following an inspection, the conservation authority will issue a certificate to be submitted to the tax office. For properties leased to a third party, 9% of the maintenance and/or modernisation costs can be written off in the first 8 years and 7% in each of the following 4 years. The subsidy under EStG section 10f for owner-occupier is a 9% deduction that can be claimed annually for a period of 10 years.
EStG section 7h regulates possible increased deductions for buildings in redevelopment areas but is not linked directly to monuments. However, for monuments located in a redevelopment or urban development area, section 7h is the preferred provision to be applied because the share of the confirmed costs is generally higher in this case. The second major impact of BauGB sections 153 ff. is the so-called land value compensation. This is used as a levy on owners of properties in the redevelopment area for any redevelopment-related increases in land value. This also applies to owners whose properties are not redeveloped directly, but who may potentially experience an increase in value as a result of measures taken in the redevelopment area. Such countervailing charges for conventional buildings usually range from four to five figure euro amounts and must be paid by the owner. This can be important for investors who acquire a property after redevelopment. As a rule, the value increase is already factored into the purchase price. If the redevelopment area is then declassified after a few years, they will still be obligated to pay any countervailing charge.
Charges stemming from redevelopment that may be hard to anticipate in some As in the area of monument protection, EStG sections 7h, 10f and 11a also provide for tax breaks for investors and owners, according to which the costs for measures to be taken can be claimed as deductible expenditure. Section 7h is subject to similar regulations as section 7i for monuments. In the year of construction and in the following 7 years, it is possible to claim increased deductions of 9% of the construction costs, and then 7% in each of the subsequent 4 years. 
Evaluating Regulations and Public Supports for Monument Protection and Modernisation from an International Perspective
The objectives of the zoning instruments described have one thing in common:
they aim to prevent changes to the cityscape that are perceived as negative, while promoting those that are seen as being positive. These measures, when properly designed, can contribute to the positive development of a specific area or region.
The value of cultural heritage to society is recognised worldwide and is acknowl- the country risks redeveloping many historical, carefully structured façades, windows and roofs that are not protected to such an extent that they will no longer exist. 4 Many German authorities have recognised the appeal of well-preserved historical building stock. They have also recognised that historical buildings can sometimes be rendered even more appealing through careful modernisation, even including modern additions to structures. In other regions, however, investors face inflexible monument protection offices that dictate an obligation to conserve the cur-rent status quo. To some degree this is related to political objectives to conserve even the most unfortunate failures in modifications to historical building stock, because they happen to have been realised at the "proper" time (for some, that would have been the time of East Germany). Experienced investors are aware of the view, widespread in international monument protection circles, that demolitions and additions are worthy of protection when seen in the context of time, even if they destroyed the original beauty of the buildings. According to one view widely held by some in monument protection, restoration or recreation of the original building stock is merely "historicist" and must therefore be rejected. Experienced investors also know that the authorities have considerable freedom in their decisions, depending less on facts than on "soft" (some might even call it "corruptive") factors. However, it is particularly difficult for international investors to identify such factors. It is possible to take legal action on building applications that are rejected on account of monument protection. However, such proceedings in the administrative courts can take years.
Explanations regarding monument protection also generally apply to redevelopment law and the preservation statutes. The approach itself is generally efficient and legitimate, but this is not always true of the manner in which some authorities handle these matters. Sometimes decisions are taken that make sense only in light of institution-specific and/or local (political party) political objectives that are difficult to understand for local residents, and even more so for international investors.
Thus, there are cases in which permit applications to mount balconies on apartments were rejected because such "luxury modernisations" would displace the local population and thus jeopardise redevelopment and social environment pro- Another problem arises for investors in the lifting of a redevelopment area designation. The countervailing charges that are then applied are set on the basis of (valuation) reports sometimes prepared by the same agencies that were responsible for the redevelopment areas for many years. In this respect it is not surprising that the value increases calculated tend to be high. The underlying valuation techniques do not generally meet scientific requirements or the rules of general assessment practices. For example, when calculating the diminution in value, a grade between 1 and 5 is applied to characteristics that are difficult to operationalise and quantify, such as "cityscape" and "amenity and design quality of the street space", which are then weighted arbitrarily and condensed into an overall assessment. The valuation methods typically used in the real estate industry, which are based on objective comparisons of purchase price trends in the redevelopment area and comparable other neighbourhoods, are not applied, particularly when this would reveal that the situation in a redevelopment area had deteriorated in relative terms (HAASS 2010).
To compensate for disadvantages stemming from regulations on monument protection, restoration and social environment protection, some public grants are available, particularly tax breaks. As for listed facilities or properties in redevelopment areas, limits on property rights and/or the increased financial burden are largely compensated by financial concessions, mostly in the form of tax deductions, depending on an investor's fiscal arrangements.
Tax deductibility of historical or acquisition costs in redevelopment areas or for monuments is highly appealing for investors (HAAG et al. 2007, no. 266 ) and results in positive effects for the regional construction industry that can more than compensate for the economic costs of such loss of tax revenue (MAENNIG 2006, p. 30). Investors with a relatively high tax burden sometimes tend to limit their view to the tax savings and ignore the overall calculation, which also includes increased costs for the buildings and/or limited marketability, as well as any decreases in sales proceeds.
It is true that facilities in listed buildings and redevelopment areas are financially lucrative in individual cases, not only according to the plans, but also subsequent-ly. However, the market mechanisms must also be borne in mind. If such (fiscal or other pecuniary) advantages existed, the market would quickly offset these through corresponding increases in the real estate price (LOOMAN 2009). It is small wonder, then, that for listed properties in Berlin and for other valueaffecting characteristics, slightly significant negative price discounts at best are The allegation of zoning-induced "deterioration", however, is correct only if these (or any other) changes to the population structure are considered problematic.
Anyone reluctant to accord local people primacy for a specific area will have a problem with this line of reasoning. Incidentally, the same "milieu" that wants to grant such neighbourhood primacy, or wishes to have such primacy granted, typically exhibits a wholly different (i.e. liberal) attitude to international migration. For potential investors, such existing zoning-induced (rather than zoningintended) structural changes do not constitute an argument against redevelop-ment areas. However, the inefficiencies described for conditions and countervailing charges, as well as the long processing times, can contribute to a perception that the granting of permits for modernisation and redevelopment measures may be subject to some lack of regulatory transparency, if not outright arbitrariness. Qualified experts who know the regulatory mechanisms and local idiosyncrasies are difficult to identify, and even then come at a considerable cost. Overall, zoning and listed properties may be less attractive for international investors in view of the rather complex regulatory practices in Germany. 
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